An apparently significant secular trend in annual precipitation at Central Park in New York City is found t o be anomalous.
INTRODUCTION
Namias [l] has recently called attention to an apparent decline in annual precipitation which the authors found in an analysis of the record of the New York City Central Park Observatory of the Weather ,Bureau. The purpose of this note is to report on a further study which indicates that the apparent trend a t Central Park does not appear to be representative of the New York City area.
THE CENTRAL PARK RECORD
The weather observatory in Central Park has been located within 1 mi. of its present location since 1869. Until January 1920 the raingages (tipping bucket and standard 8-in. stick gage) were located 64 ft. above ground on the roof of the Arsenal Building on Fifth Avenue, the east boundary of the Park. In 1920 the raingages (now including a weighing gage) were moved 1 mi. to the west, to a terrace location 22 ft. above ground at the Belvedere Tower. I n 1951 the Universal weighing raingage replaced the tipping bucket gage as the official Central Park raingage, and in 1962 the weighing raingage was moved to a nearby area on the ground enclosed by a chain link fence. At no time, according to the New York City O6ce of the Weather Bureau, has a shield been used on the raingages. No construction has taken place in the vicinity of the raingages since 1920, and only normal tree growth has altered the character of the local exposure. There is no record of any other changes in procedure or exposure for the Central Park Observatory since 1920 [4] .
Visual examination of the record of annual precipitation from Central Park (see fig. 6 in [l] extensive, it would suggest that the great drought was associated with a long-term decline in annual precipitation in the New York area, a conclusion that could have important social and economic significance.
COMPARISON WITH REGIONAL PRECIPITATION
The geographical extent of the apparent trend in annual precipitation a t Central Park was investigated by analyzing all available precipitation records for the period since 1926 from raingages within about 100 km. 
COMPARISON WITH BATTERY PLACE
The evidence above strongly suggests that the apparent Central Park trend over the past 40 yr. is not representative of regional precipitation over an area with radius 100 km. centered on New York City. in. 20 out of 21 yr., with a mean value of 1.07, while from 1942 through 1960 the ratio was < 1 in 15 out of 19 yr., with a mean value of 0.94. Two tests for homogeneity [5] of the Central Park record were applied to the period 1921-1960 using Battery Place as a comparison station. The Mann-Kendall rank statistic test indicated that the record was inhomogeneous at the 0.001 probability level, while the Spearman rank test .indicated inhomogeneity at the 0.003 level. However, nothing in the history of the station could be found to account for the apparent discontinuity in the year 1942.
SEARCH FOR TRENDS IN LONG PRECIPITATION
Following the discovery of the Central Park trend, 339 additional records of annual precipitation from stations in the northeastern United States were subjected to linear least squares analy~is.~ Of these, 53 station records were considered to be 'long" records, having begun no later than 1876.
RECORDS
3 The records analyzed were first adjusted for station moves and for gaps in the record, where necessary.
The average of the linear trend coefficients for all 53 'long" records for the period through 1961 was found to be -0.008 in./yr. (The lengths of these historical records varied from 86 to 148 yr.) The sample contained 29 negative coefficients and 24 positive coefficients. Of the former, nine (including Central Park), were found to be significant at the 95-percent level, while of the latter, five were significant at the 95-percent level. The remaining 39 trends were statistically nonsignificant. No coherent geographical pattern of trends was found. Thus, despite the somewhat excessive numbers of "significant" negative trends, the analysis of the "long" precipitation records indicates little or no evidence of a geographically extensive decline in precipitation over the northeastern United States in the past century.
Among the 53 "long" precipitation records in the northeastern United States, 18 "very long" records were found, extending back to at least 1840. In this group 10 negative and eight positive trend coefficients were computed for the period through 1961, with two of each sign indicating significance at the 95-percent level, but with no geo-. graphically coherent pattern. Again there is no evidence of a geographically extensive long-term trend in annual precipitation in the northeastern United States. This conclusion is consistent with the results of studies by Thom [2,3] for the same region.
CONCLUSIONS
The apparent downward trend in annual precipitation . at Central Park is not substantiated by records from other stations in New York City, in the surrounding region, or in the northeastern sector of the United States. Although there appears to be an inhomogeneity in the Central Park precipitation record, no obvious reason for it could be found.
One may speculate about possible physical causes for a real local anomaly in annual precipitation at Central Park. However, it will be difficult to demonstrate quantitatively that urban influences such as air pollution, heat island effects, etc. can account for the apparent phenomenon. It appears at least equally likely that the phenomenon is not real.
The result of this study is another illustration of the difficulty of deducing climatic trends from meteorological data even when the record is apparently homogeneous with respect to station location and exposure. The problem is obviously further complicated when inhomogeneities are introduced by changes in station location and exposure, as well as type of raingage.
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